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Art Unit: 2614 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . Thefollowing is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claim(s) 1, 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hayashi et al. (US 6,321 ,188 B1) in view of Reynolds et al. (US 6,925,155 B2). 
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Regarding claim(s) 1, Hayashi discloses a method for enhancing user 
satisfaction with an automated interactive computer system (FIG. 2 and column 1, lines 
9-13) comprising the steps of: 

interactively ascertaining user language usage preferences (column 10, lines 20- 

27); 

applying the user profile to modify information from the computer system (column 
10, lines 46-55). 

presenting information so modified to the user (column 10, lines 46-55). 

Hayashi fails to disclose creating a user profile. 

However, Reynolds teaches creating a user profile in response to the 
ascertaining step (column 5, lines 20-30). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the computer system of Hayashi using the 
system as taught by Reynolds. 

This modification of the invention enables the system to create a user profile in 
response to the ascertaining step so that the user would receive information in the 
language preference. 

Regarding claim(s) 4 and 10, Hayashi in combination with Reynolds disclose all 
the limitations of claim(s) 4 and 10 as stated in claim(s) 1's rejection above and 
furthermore Hayashi discloses means for storing results of the analyzing step in the 
user profile (column 11, lines 15-28). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/606,683 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2614 

5. Claim(s) 2, 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hayashi in view of Reynolds as applied to claim(s) 1 above and further in view of 
Dean et al. (US 2002/0152244 A1). 

Regarding claim(s) 2, 5 and 13, Hayashi in combination with Reynolds as 
applied to claim(s) 1 above differ from claim(s) 2 for the interactive computer system 
comprises a Web browser. 

Hayashi discloses a computer-based system but fails to specifically disclose the 
interactive computer system comprises at least a Web site. 

However, Dean in the same field of endeavor teaches the interactive computer 
system comprises at least a Web site (FIG. 1 and paragraph 0050) [The system 100 
uses a wide variety of web sites of the world wide web]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the computer system of Hayashi as modified 
using the system as taught by Dean. 

This modification of the invention enables the interactive computer system to 
comprise at least a Web site so that the user would restrict the edit operations to a 
limited number of relevant fragments, to affect global changes (Dean: paragraph 0020). 
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6. Claim(s) 3, 8, 9, 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hayashi in view of Reynolds as applied to claim(s) 1 above and 
further in view of Nemoto (US 6,584,180 B2). 

Regarding claim(s) 3, 8, 9, 11 and 12, Hayashi in combination with Reynolds as 
applied to claim(s) 1 above differ from claim(s) 3, in that it fails to specifically disclose 
the interactive computer system is a telephonic response system including voice 
recognition and generation functions and the ascertaining step additionally includes 
iteratively querying the user to determine preferred voice qualities. 

However, Nemoto in the same field of endeavor teaches the interactive computer 
system is a telephonic response system (Automatic Voice Response 4 on FIG. 1) 
including voice recognition (Voice Recognition 6 on FIG. 1) and generation functions 
(FIG. 1 and column 7, lines 15-25); and 

the ascertaining step additionally includes iteratively querying the user to 
determine preferred voice qualities (FIG. 2 and column 8, lines 52-66). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the computer system of Hayashi as modified 
using the automatic voice response system as taught by Nemoto. 

This modification of the invention enables the interactive computer system is a 
telephonic response system including voice recognition and generation functions so that 
the system would reduce the number of times that the user is asked to repeat uttering 
information (Nemoto: column 2, lines 40-45). 
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7. Claim(s) 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hayashi in view of Reynolds and in view of Dean as applied to claim(s) 4 and 5 
above, and further in view of Culy et al. (US 2004/0030557 A1 ). 

Regarding claim(s) 6, Hayashi in combination with Reynolds and Dean as 
applied to claim(s) 5 above, differ from claim(s) 6, in that it fails to specifically disclose 
the prompting means includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of passages, 
each utilizing a different personal pronoun. 

However, Culy, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the prompting means 
includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of passages, each utilizing a 
different personal pronoun (FIG. 4 and paragraph 0043) [The morphology file 410 
contains information about syntactically and semantically suffixes of words for the user, 
thereby includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of passages, each utilizing 
a different personal pronoun]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the computer system of Hayashi as modified 
using the morphology file as taught by Culy. 

This modification of the invention enables the means for presenting to the user a 
plurality of passages, each utilizing a different personal pronoun so that the system 
would be capable of understanding any of the user' s utterances at any time (Culy: 
paragraph 0009). 
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Regarding claim(s) 7, Culy teaches the means for modifying includes means for 
assuring subject and verb agreement (paragraph 0071 ) [One of the grammar rule is a 
sentence that starts with a noun phrase followed by a verb phrase, thereby a means for 
assuring subject and verb agreement]. 



8. Claim(s) 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hayashi in view of Reynolds and in view of Nemoto as applied to claim(s) 10 and 
11 above, and further in view of Culy. 

Regarding claim(s) 14, Hayashi in combination with Reynolds and Nemoto as 
applied to claim(s) 11 above, differ from claim(s) 14, in that it fails to specifically 
disclose the prompting means includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of 
passages, each utilizing a different personal pronoun. 

However, Culy, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the prompting means 
includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of passages, each utilizing a 
different personal pronoun combination (FIG. 4 and paragraph 0043) [The morphology 
file 410 contains information about syntactically and semantically suffixes of words for 
the user, thereby includes means for presenting to the user a plurality of passages, 
each utilizing a different personal pronoun]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the computer system of Hayashi as modified 
using the morphology file as taught by Culy. 

This modification of the invention enables the means for presenting to the user a 
plurality of passages, each utilizing a different personal pronoun so that the system 
would be capable of understanding any of the user' s utterances at any time (Culy: 
paragraph 0009). 

Regarding claim(s) 15, Culy teaches the means for modifying includes means 
for assuring subject and verb agreement (paragraph 0071) [One of the grammar rule is 
a sentence that starts with a noun phrase followed by a verb phrase, thereby a means 
for assuring subject and verb agreement]. 

Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim(s) 1-15 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gerald Gauthier whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7539. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (571 ) 272-7547. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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